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getting back thleir application money. Ti plaintiffs, finding
that if this were carried out, the defendant eompany would flot
have funds for paying the moneys agreed to be paid to the
plgintlffs, brouglit the present action, claiming an injunction to
restrain the company from paying back any of the. application
money, or giving the allotees power te refuse .the allotments.
Buckley, J., however, held that the coinpany wvas only doing
what in the circuzustances they were bound te do, having regard
te the ternis of the prospectus, and h. dismissed the action.

DISTREss-Lr, ASE-UNDER-LEASE EXCEEDING ORtIGINAL TERM-
RzvERsIONàRy LNAsrs-INTERESuI TzRmIN-4 Gro. Il., c. 28,
s. 5-(R.S.O. c. b,42, s. 1).

Lewis v. Baker (1905) 1 Ch. 46 involves a question -f real
property Iaw. The action was brought to recover damages for
a wrongful'diatreus. The. defendant Baker ini 1902 was an as-
signee of an unexpired term which would expire on July 6,
1904. H. had obtained, in May, 1902, an agreement with the.
reversiontr to grant a reversionary lease for 73 years £rom July
6, 1904, In October, 1903, the. defendant agreed to let the. pre-
mises te one .»addon for 21 years from September 29, 1903, for
£300 per annum. This rent being in defanit the defendant dis-
trained the plaintif 's property, he being an occupant of part of
the premises. The. plaintiff claimed that the detendant, Baker,
had ne right of distreua because he had no reversion. Baker en-
deavoured without suceme to support the distress under 4 Go-.
IL e. 28, s. 5 (R.S.O. c. 342, s. 1). Eady, J., however, agreed
with the plaintiff'. contention, that the fact of Baker having
granted the lease for a longer term than the original lease,
arneunted to an assigninent of that term; and that under the
agreenment for the. leas. for the. 73 yeara he had only an interesse
termini until ho entered into possession under that 1065e when
granted, and 4that et present, having thns no reversion, he had
no right of distress, and ho accozdingly gave judgment for the.
plaintiff.

WILL-LEoAC-.c-RWÀR or BuRiAL GEtOUNS--RETRIOTION TO
MEMBERS OF A PAWI'ICULAR SECT-DVANCEMEN~T OP RELJIGION.
In re Matiser, Attorney-General v. Lucas (1905) 1 Ch. 68 a

testator had bequeRthed- a legacy of £1.000 for the. purpose of
keeping in good order a huril ground of the Society ef
Friends, and the question was whether this was à good charit-
able bequest. though its benefits were restrieted to, the. zembers
of a particular society. Warrington, J., considered that it was
to be deeined a gift for the. advancenient cf religion, and there-
fore a gond charitable bequest.


